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ABSTRACT 
 
The purpose of this paper is to review the broad framework of organizational psychology and its 
relevance to the hospitality industry, and more specifically, to introduce the concept of employee 
engagement. Survey responses of 264 employees from five hotels in Brisbane, Australia are analyzed, 
revealing that Gen Y employees are less engaged and less satisfied than non-Gen Y employees. 
Implications for practice and future research are suggested. 
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INTRODUCTION 
There is growing interest in conceptual and empirical connections between the work environment 
– as perceived by employees – and important organizational outcomes such as customer satisfaction, 
customer loyalty and profitability. Accordingly, the human resource management function in service 
organizations has received much attention, given the frequent cry for gaining competitive advantage 
through people (Cho, Wood, Jang, & Erdem, 2006). Perhaps paradoxically, employment in the hospitality 
industry is known to suffer from a poor reputation (Solnet & Hood, 2008). Characterized by ‘hard’ human 
resource management (HRM) techniques that focus on cost reduction and numerical flexibility (Knox & 
Wood, 2005), the hospitality industry (with notable exceptions, such as Ritz Carlton, Marriott, Harrah’s, 
and others) typically does little to create competitive advantage through people management techniques, 
policies and strategies. In fact, human resource challenges are consistently cited across numbers studies as 
the number one concern and biggest challenge for managers in the hospitality industry (Enz, 2004, 2009).  
 
Compounding the challenge facing hospitality managers of the importance of the employee-
customer linkages and the related challenges in addressing human resource management are unique 
generational challenges. For the first time in the history of the modern workforce, employees from 
numerous generations are working side by side, and as a result, management is realizing that age has at 
least some significant impact on employee attitudes and behaviors, as does culture, gender and other 
demographic characteristics (Gursoy, Maier, & Chi, 2008). The entrance of the newest generation of 
employees, Generation Y (Gen Y, born 1979-1994) has created much interest and clear challenges to 
management today.  
The purpose of this paper is to investigate the importance of employee attitudes toward their work 
environment in the hospitality industry, and to undertake a preliminary examination as to whether any 
notable differences exist in two important variables, job satisfaction and employee engagement, of Gen Y 
and non-Gen Y employees. The literature on employee engagement is first reviewed, before 
contextualizing the discussion on engagement to the Gen Y, and the hospitality industry in particular. 
Following this, the preliminary results (a sample of 264 collected from four major hotels) of a larger 
investigation into generational differences in work-related values and attitudes are presented and discussed. 
The paper concludes with implications for practice and future research.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Perhaps the single most significant definer of the hospitality industry is the inherent focus on 
people-to-people transactions and the myriad of problems associated with managing individuals (Lovelock 
& Wirtz, 2004). People and their individual interactions are paramount to the provision of quality service 
outcomes (Bitner, Booms, & Mohr, 1994). Because of the labor-intensive character of the industry, and the 
involvement of personal service in delivering the hospitality product, the hospitality industry is known as a 
“people industry” requiring “people skills” from its workers. Hospitality workers are expected to be 
hospitable, exhibit positive attitudes toward the customer, and work cohesively as a team.  
 
Unfortunately, employment in the hospitality industry is often characterized by absenteeism, high 
turnover of staff, low commitment levels, low job satisfaction, and high job stress (Kusluvan, 2003), 
thereby making the management of these organizations particularly challenging. Hospitality work is 
regarded as a low status occupation, often a means to an end for some, or as an occupation that employs 
people with minimal education or training (Solnet, Robinson, & Cooper, 2007). Long and irregular 
working hours, split shifts, seasonality, low wages, low industry image, the lack of career paths, high 
'casualisation' (e.g., part time workers) of the workforce and multi-ethnicity are additional characteristics of 
this industry. It is ironic that these workers, working under the conditions referred to above, are expected to 
deliver high quality service encounters and excellent service to customers and colleagues (Halliday, 2004). 
This is why many of the concepts and principles espoused by the discipline of organizational psychology – 
the field of study and practice that investigates and seeks understanding about the impact that individuals, 
groups and structures have on behavior in the workplace (Robbins & Judge, 2009) – are so relevant and 
appropriate to the study of hospitality management. One particular management concept in the realm of 
organizational psychology which is gaining strength and popularity in the business world is employee 
engagement.  
 
Employee engagement 
Employee engagement is increasingly recognized as an important, yet challenging, factor in 
optimizing organizational outcomes. One survey of over 600 CEOs globally revealed that engaging 
employees was rated the fourth most important management challenge (Wah, 1999). Of concern are the 
results of a Gallup Organization survey, where it was found that almost 20% of workers in the U.S. were 
disengaged, with a further 54% ambivalent towards their work (see Fleming et al., 2005).  
 
Kahn (1990) is regarded as the scholar who first applied the concept of engagement at work. His 
broad conceptualization suggested that the more that employees feel they are able to express their preferred 
selves at work, the more they would invest in their work role and their organization. Since the introduction 
of employee, or work, engagement concept, it would appear that its popularity in the business arena has 
grown much faster than in academic circles. This is demonstrated in the discrepancy between the ubiquity 
of engagement-related tools and assessments proffered by mainstream HR consultants and the relatively 
small number of published articles with ‘employee’ or ‘work’ engagement as a keyword (Bakker & 
Schaufeli, 2008). As a result, the practical work of consultants often lacks the support of rigorous academic 
theory development. Schneider et al. (2009) highlight this issue, citing the multitude of definitions that 
exist on the Web sites of global HR firms, and commenting that many HR consultants and practitioners 
employ measures of engagement that would be better described as measures of overall job satisfaction.  
 
It is important to emphasize the distinction between the constructs of engagement and job 
satisfaction. While job satisfaction is related to what a company is doing for its employees and involves 
employees’ evaluations of such drivers as job security, benefits and opportunities for advancement, 
engagement is concerned with the full utilization of an employee’s skills and abilities and a link between 
individual and organizational objectives (Schneider et al., 2009). In this light, an employee can be satisfied 
with their job, in that it pays well enough, is stable and offers future opportunities, yet still not be engaged 
in their work as the employee feels under-utilized and personally misaligned with organizational goals and 
values. Similarly, scholars have emphasized that although there is a perceived overlap between engagement 
and established constructs such as organizational commitment and job involvement, there is sufficient 
evidence to support engagement as its own distinct construct (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006).  
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Research into the benefits of employee engagement has demonstrated a positive link with such 
organizational outcomes as customer satisfaction and loyalty, reduced employee turnover, return on assets, 
and profitability (e.g. Salanova et al., 2005; Schneider et al. 2009). Furthermore, meta-analytic research has 
indicated that the effect of engagement on organizational outcomes is direct, whereas job attitudes such as 
organizational commitment only have an indirect effect (Harrison, Newman & Roth, 2006). Having 
established that employee engagement is an important organizational aspect to optimize, it is necessary for 
the context of this paper then, to review how employee engagement is operational zed in both hospitality 
literature and practice, with particular reference to the Gen Y employee cohort.   
 
Engaging Gen Y in the hospitality workplace  
As employees, it is widely noted that Gen Y’s work-related characteristics and attitudes are 
radically different to those of previous generations entering the workforce (McGuire, Todnem By & 
Hutchings, 2007) and are incongruent with conventional thinking on how new entrants to the labor force 
should think and act (Glass, 2007). Common themes uncovered in the academic research conducted thus far 
suggest Gen Y employees expect fairness, tolerance and equity (Broadbridge et al, 2007; Gursoy et al, 
2008), involvement in the workplace (Gursoy et al, 2008; Szamosi, 2006), concern for employee welfare 
(Gursoy et al, 2008; Szamosi, 2006; Terjesen et al, 2007) and opportunities for training, development and 
work variety (Gursoy et al, 2008; Terjesen et al, 2007).  
 
Research that has specifically addressed the experiences of Gen Y employees in the hospitality 
workplace is infrequent. The results of one of the few hospitality specific studies relating to Gen Y are not 
very encouraging: Barron et al. (2007) found discrepancies between the work-related preferences and 
expectations of Gen Y hospitality students and the reality of work in the hospitality industry. Indeed, high 
levels of turnover and employee dissatisfaction are often accepted as inevitable (DiPietro & Pizam, 2008). 
The characteristics of hospitality employment that lead to these levels of turnover and dissatisfaction are 
low pay, seasonality, anti-social working hours, unpleasant physical conditions and monotonous and 
repetitive tasks (Pizam & Ellis, 1999). Solnet & Hood (2008) suggest that the prevalent employment 
conditions in the hospitality industry are not matched with the work-related values and attitudes of the Gen 
Y employee cohort – these authors offer six propositions regarding the Gen Y hospitality employee, one of 
which is related to the concept of engagement, in that Gen Y hospitality employees will want opportunities 
to be involved and to take on meaningful projects in order to develop professionally and personally.  
 
There have been preliminary attempts to investigate the relationship between age and engagement, 
although none specifically undertaken in the hospitality industry. Thus far, the results have been mixed. 
One study found that engagement was highest for workers at midlife (around 40 years of age) and lowest 
for workers aged 60 years and over (Brooks, 2006, as cited in Pitt-Catsouphes & Matz-Costa, 2008). 
However, Tritch (2001) found that engagement varied only slightly by age group, while the results of a 
Towers Perrin (2005) study revealed that engagement increases with age.  
 
Despite HRM being oft cited as the most important area of strategic concern for hospitality 
managers (Enz , 2004, 2009), employee engagement, or the converse concepts of disengagement or 
alienation, have not received much attention in the hospitality literature (DiPietro & Pizam, 2008). This is 
gradually changing, with the appearance of the occasional study concerning such concepts as the effects of 
job resources on engagement of hotel employees (Karatepe & Olugbade, 2009) and the relationship 
between burnout and engagement (Kim et al., 2009). So far, there is no evidence to suggest that 
engagement is being compared across generational groups in the hospitality industry. 
 
The current paper represents an initial investigation as part of a larger, hospitality-specific study 
investigating Gen Y’s work-related attitudes and values and how they might differ from those of other 
generations. The overall aim of the research project is to provide the hospitality industry with practical 
guidelines as to effective human resource strategies tailored to a range of generations in the workplace. 
Large-scale data collection is underway, and the results presented in the current study represent the 
preliminary analysis of the first portion of data that has been collected so far. Accordingly, the current 
study simply aims to investigate whether the attitudes of job satisfaction and engagement differ greatly 
across Gen Y versus non-Gen Y hospitality employees. At this stage, it is hypothesized that Gen Y 
employees will display lower levels of job satisfaction and engagement than their older counterparts. This 3
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is consistent with the general trend in the literature that suggests that traditional workplace conditions, 
particularly those in the hospitality industry, are deficient in satisfying the unique values of the Gen Y 
cohort (Solnet & Hood, 2008). As a starting point to further investigations, it is of interest to investigate 
whether this is indeed the case in the hospitality establishments involved in the current study.  
 
METHOD AND RESULTS 
 
The General Managers (GM) of five full-service, branded hotels in Brisbane, Australia, were 
contacted to request access to their hotel’s employees in order to collect data for this research. All five GMs 
contacted were enthusiastic about the project and agreed to have their properties participate. Collectively, 
these hotels employed around 750 staff members, across a variety of departments and employment status.  
 
Sample 
Using a convenience sampling approach the research project aims were explained, participation 
solicited and questionnaires distributed to individual hotel employees during pre-arranged gatherings of 
staff (e.g., departmental meetings, training sessions and GM briefings). At the end of the data collection 
period at each property, a total of 282 questionnaires had been completed, of which 264 were usable, 
representing a response rate of approximately 35 percent. Characteristics of the sample are presented in 
Table 1. In this study, Gen Y employees are those defined as being born between 1979 and 1994, and non-
Gen Y employees are those that were born in 1978 or before.  
 
Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 
 
 
Variable Frequency %age
[Generation]
Gen Y 165         62.5       
Non-Gen Y 99           37.5       
[Gender]
Male 99           37.5       
Female 165         62.5       
[Tenure]
Under 6 months 39           14.8       
Between 6mths and 1yr 38           14.4       
Between 1 and 2 years 80           30.3       
Between 2 and 5 years 55           20.8       
Between 5 and 10 years 31           11.7       
10 years or more 21           8.0        
[Position]
Non-supervisory 189         71.6       
Supervisor 38           14.4       
Management 37           14.0       
[Department]
Food and Beverage 107         40.5       
Front Office/Housekeeping 118         44.7       
Sales/Admin/Other 39           14.8       
[Employment Status]
Casual 73           27.7       
Part-time 75           28.4       
Full-time 115         43.6       
Contract 1            0.4        
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Measures 
Job satisfaction was measured using a single-item measure: “All in all I am satisfied with my job”. 
Debate has been ongoing in the social sciences regarding the reliability of single-item measures. After 
conducting a meta-analysis where they used the correction for attenuation formula, Wanous, Reichers & 
Hudy (1997) concluded that the estimated reliability for single-item scale measures is, at a minimum close 
to 0.70. This level of reliability was considered acceptable for the current study, when also weighing up the 
need for brevity in questionnaire construction.  
 
Engagement was measured using an adapted version of May et al.’s (2004) measure, which 
comprises three dimensions of engagement: cognitive, emotional and physical. Two items measured each 
of the three dimensions, sample items included: “Time passes quickly when I perform my job” (cognitive); 
“I really put my heart into my job” (emotional); and “I exert a lot of energy performing my job” (physical). 
Cronbach’s alpha for the six-item scale was 0.74, above the acceptable minimum standard for scale 
reliability. From the responses to the six engagement questions, a collapsed, overall engagement score was 
calculated. All job satisfaction and engagement items were rated on a scale of 1 (= strongly disagree) to 7 
(=strongly agree).  
Data Analysis 
 
Independent samples t-tests were performed to analyze the differences in job satisfaction and 
engagement of the two generational cohorts. The results of the t-test analysis are presented in Table 2. The 
mean scores on both job satisfaction and engagement were somewhat positive for each generational group, 
although there are certainly opportunities for improved scores. Of particular interest to the current study, 
significant differences were found between the mean scores for each group in terms of engagement, t (257) 
= -2.82, p = .005, and also in terms of job satisfaction, t (262) = -2.56, p = .011. In each case, the job 
satisfaction and engagement of Gen Y is lower than their non-Gen Y counterparts. It is a concern for hotel 
managers then, that while the literature suggests that it is important for organizational outcomes that the 
Gen Y cohort to engaged and satisfied at work, this is not happening in practice.  
 
Table 2 
 Independent Samples t-test Results 
 
 
Construct Mean SD Mean SD t -statistic df Sig.
Job satisfaction 5.13 1.35 5.56 1.20 -2.56 262 .011*
Engagement 5.43 0.87 5.73 0.78 -2.82 257 .005**
* p  < .05      ** p < .01
Gen Ya Non-Gen Yb
a 
n=161   b n=98   
 
 
 
It is of course possible that there are other factors which influence the employees’ level of job 
satisfaction and engagement, over and above the generational grouping to which they belong. In order to 
test for this, one-way factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests were conducted. In each test, the 
generational grouping was paired with one of either gender, tenure, employment status, position or 
department as independent variables. The ANOVAs were performed once with engagement as the 
dependent variable, and then again with job satisfaction as the dependent variable. The results of each test 
are presented in Table 3. In each case, the independent variables of gender, employment status, department, 
education, and position had no significant main, nor interaction, effect on the dependent variables. This 
finding strengthens the argument that there are significant differences to be found in the work-related 
attitudes of the various generational cohorts, over and above the effects of other employment characteristics 
such as tenure and seniority.  
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Table 3 
One-way Factorial ANOVA Results 
 
 
 
Generation Gender Mean Generation Gender Mean
Y Male 5.21 Y Male 5.05
Female 5.55 Female 5.18
Non-Y Male 5.74 Non-Y Male 5.58
Female 5.73 Female 5.54
Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig
Generation 1 6.92 10.03 .002** Generation 1 11.48 6.77 .010*
Gender 1 1.55 2.25 .134 Gender 1 0.13 0.08 .780
Generation X Gender 1 1.79 2.59 .109 Generation X Gender 1 0.43 0.25 .616
Error 255 0.69 Error 260 1.7
Generation Tenure Mean Generation Tenure Mean
Y < 6 months 5.78 Y < 6 months 5.72
6 mths - 1 year 5.16 6 mths - 1 year 5.17
1 - 2 years 5.29 1 - 2 years 4.97
2 - 5 years 5.52 2 - 5 years 5.03
5 - 10 years 5.52 5 - 10 years 4.40
10 + years 6.00 10 + years 6.00
Non-Y < 6 months 5.31 Non-Y < 6 months 5.00
6 mths - 1 year 5.76 6 mths - 1 year 5.67
1 - 2 years 5.88 1 - 2 years 5.33
2 - 5 years 5.85 2 - 5 years 5.63
5 - 10 years 5.73 5 - 10 years 5.57
10 + years 5.58 10 + years 5.80
Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig
Generation 1 .42 0.60 .438 Generation 1 1.75 1.06 .305
Tenure 5 .23 0.33 .892 Tenure 5 1.09 0.66 .657
Generation X Tenure 5 1.14 1.66 .144 Generation X Tenure 5 2.42 1.46 .203
Error 247 .69 Error 252 1.66
Generation Status Mean Generation Status Mean
Y Casual 5.24 Y Casual 5.25
Part-time 5.63 Part-time 5.13
Full-time 5.49 Full-time 5.00
Contract 4.33 Contract 5.00
Non-Y Casual 6.00 Non-Y Casual 6.40
Part-time 5.60 Part-time 5.29
Full-time 5.74 Full-time 5.54
Contract 5.73 Contract -
Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig
Generation 1 4.62 6.71 .010* Generation 1 16.38 9.78 .002**
Status 3 .42 0.60 .613 Status 3 3.34 1.99 .116
Generation X Status 2 1.80 2.62 .075 Generation X Status 2 2.85 1.70 .185
Error 252 .69 Error 257 1.68
Generation Position Mean Generation Position Mean
Y Non-supervisory 5.36 Y Non-supervisory 5.14
Supervisor 5.74 Supervisor 4.76
Management 5.62 Management 5.64
Non-Y Non-supervisory 5.72 Non-Y Non-supervisory 5.58
Supervisor 5.55 Supervisor 5.41
Management 5.88 Management 5.61
Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig
Generation 1 .74 1.06 .304 Generation 1 4.51 2.68 .103
Position 2 .7 1.01 .366 Position 2 2.63 1.56 .212
Generation X Position 2 1.11 1.60 .204 Generation X Position 2 1.14 0.68 .508
Error 253 .7 Error 258 1.68
Generation Department Mean Generation Department Mean
Y F&B 5.41 Y F&B 5.15
FO / HK / Concierge 5.42 FO / HK / Concierge 5.02
Sales/Admin/Other 5.55 Sales/Admin/Other 5.47
Non-Y F&B 5.98 Non-Y F&B 5.61
FO / HK / Concierge 5.58 FO / HK / Concierge 5.19
Sales/Admin/Other 5.84 Sales/Admin/Other 5.59
Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig Variables df Mean Sq. F Sig
Generation 1 5.23 7.49 .007** Generation 1 5.99 3.52 .062
Department 2 1.09 1.56 .213 Department 2 1.07 0.63 .535
Generation X Dept 2 .97 1.39 .252 Generation X Dept 2 0.54 0.32 .727
Error 253 .7 Error 258 1.70
* p  < .05      ** p < .01
DV: Engagement DV: Job Satisfaction
1.18
1.27
1.08
1.18
1.45
1.31
1.48
1.20
0.78
1.42
1.28
1.08
1.58
1.33
-
1.12
1.38
0.70
-
1.43
-
2.07
1.40
1.25
1.34
1.11
1.12
1.33
1.34
1.39
1.24
1.57
0.92
1.19
0.87
1.15
0.68
0.84
0.68
0.81
0.91
0.86
0.83
0.43
1.17
0.76
0.69
0.80
0.89
0.86
1.06
0.68
0.78
0.71
0.97
0.61
-
0.86
0.89
D
ep
a
rt
m
en
t
0.83
0.72
0.80
1.11
0.55
G
en
de
r
Te
n
u
re
Em
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o
ym
en
t S
ta
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Po
sit
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n
SD
SD
SD
SD
SD
SD
SD
0.94
0.66
0.69
0.72
SD
SD
SD
1.02
-
1.05
0.70
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
The preliminary results of the larger study suggest that there is much room for improvement in 
hospitality HRM strategies in order that all generational cohorts are equally well engaged. Contrary to 
previous studies that have suggested that engagement is either largely unrelated to, or decreases with, age 
(Brooks, 2006, as cited in Pitt-Catsouphes & Matz-Costa, 2008; Tritch, 2001), the current results indicate 
that the younger Gen Y cohort is less engaged than their older counterparts. Based on the typical 
employment conditions that are characteristic of the hospitality industry, and combined with the Gen Y 
cohort’s preference for involvement, respect and making a contribution to something meaningful, this 
finding is rather understandable.  
 
It should be reiterated here that engagement is substantially different from job satisfaction – 
whereas the latter suggests contentment has already been fulfilled, the former signifies an energy and desire 
to achieve. In one sense of the term, engagement connotes a pledge that has been made between two 
parties, where each party promises to provide something of value to the other (Schneider et al., 2009). For 
employees to be engaged with the companies they work for, they need to see their employers and working 
in unison and harmony with them, and for them. When the organization upholds it side of the promise, 
engaged employees will actively work towards meeting and even exceeding the organization’s customer 
satisfaction and financial performance targets. Similarly, Solnet & Hood (2008) suggest that Gen Y 
employees’ attitudes towards and efforts for the hospitality organization will be a direct reflection of their 
perception of the organization’s support for them as individuals. The burning question for research and 
practice then, is how to enhance the engagement of the Gen Y, and indeed the non-Gen Y, generational 
cohort.  
 
Implications for practice 
In order to enhance the engagement of employees, it is necessary to understand the antecedents of 
employee engagement. Amongst the drivers of employee engagement listed by Schneider et al. (2009) are 
“feeling that there is full utilization of one’s skills and abilities” and “being encouraged to innovate” (p. 
23). These drivers correlate with the workplace conditions that are reported to be desired by Gen Y cohort - 
involvement in the organization and to have their creative input and ideas recognized and respected 
(Gursoy et al., 2008; Szamosi, 2006). As a starting step, then hospitality managers must find opportunities 
for their Gen Y employees to be exposed to a variety of different tasks so that they can satisfy their need for 
rapid growth and development. Managers need to also encourage and solicit input from their Gen Y 
employees as to potential product and process improvements.  
 
It is not possible at this stage to make more specific, definitive and theoretically sound 
recommendations as to strategies that hospitality managers might engage in order to enhance the 
engagement of their employees, Gen Y or otherwise. It is expected in the near future however, that the 
greater research project of which this current analysis forms a small part will indeed result in valuable 
advice that hospitality managers can strategically apply in order to improve the customer service and 
financial outcomes of their organizations.  
 
Limitations and implications for future research 
The results presented in this study represent an initial and broad analysis of the data collected in 
phase one of the intended data collection process. At this stage, only full-service, branded hotels in 
Brisbane are represented in the sample, and this, along with the use of a convenience sample, is 
acknowledged as a limitation of the current study. Further data collection is underway, and once complete, 
a much larger sample, representing a range of industry sectors and geographic regions will be available for 
detailed analysis. Nevertheless, the initial results from the current analysis are encouraging in terms of 
future opportunities for research.  
 
In terms of the engagement construct, further research that builds on emerging studies into the 
antecedents of engagement would indeed be welcomed. With regards to generational studies, analysis in 
this study was limited to Gen Y and non-Gen Y respondents. In order to best inform hospitality HRM 
strategies, it will be necessary to consider the attitudes and values of each individual generational category, 7
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i.e. Gen Y, Gen X and the Baby Boomers, rather than just Gen Y versus those who are not Gen Y. The 
comparative generational analysis should be expanded to include not only the job satisfaction and 
engagement constructs, but also other job-related attitudes and behaviors that have been found to have a 
significant impact on organizational outcomes, such as organizational commitment and organizational 
citizenship behaviors. Another angle of investigation would be to include aspects of social identity theory 
in future studies of generational differences and impacts on work-related attitudes in the hospitality 
industry.  
 
Long-term success and sustainability will depend on hospitality organizations improving their 
methods of engaging their employees. As can be seen from the current exploratory study, Gen Y hospitality 
employees are less engaged than their older counterparts, although there is room to improve the 
engagement of both employee groups. Organizations that pledge support and commitment to their 
employees can reap the returns of engaged employees that actively seek to achieve the organization’s 
customer service and financial goals.  
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